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(ix1] Standards Process: Path to RFC

Solicited Unsolicited
1 d L. ! Sc1§ncg, Wil 1 b 1 C Proposal from SEEDS
Headquarters' Direction Applications needs or s
) participant
requirements
General mandate or v Requirements
Specific standard  (* Standards Process group ) g
vets requirements and ——» Reject RFC Document
\__determines applicability )
Proposed RFI *New or adopted standard or profile of
P ~ standard.
3 Standards Process Group « Specific ESE application.
issues RFI «Implementation relevant to ESE data
~ RF ~ q dard systems (must have at least one »
on propose standar operational implementation)
. ar altprnah\veS
4 PR RE (Template to be developed) 7
\§ J A
¢ Community response
5 Standards Process Group:
Adopt or Develop decision
6b Develop | Adopt 6a
[ ]
[ ¥ SEEDS Office ( ¥ SEEDS Office
SPG purchases development SPG assigns SEEDS
of standard or profile participants to write RFC
v
SEEDS Group or individual
7 submits RFC and
implementation J
-

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



]

1a: Mandate GCMD

-

Solicited

[ Science, . .
13[ Headquarters' Directign. 1 Applicatig Mandate deta] led ]n REASON

General mandate or

A AN
Specific standard (" Standards Proces
2 vets requirements a

\__determines applicability

Proposed RFI

Ve

3 Standards Process Group

.

~

issues RFI

J
RFI on propose

CAN:

“All REASON projects shall meet
the following requirements:

ot altematiyes e Descriptions of all products

-

4 Public Review of RFI

S

J/

and services shall be provided

y Cnmunived — to the NASA GCMD ...”

5 Standards Process Group:
Adopt or Develop decision

6b Develop

| Adopt 6a

=

( # SEEDS

Office ( ¥ SFEDS Office
SPG purchases development SPG assigns SEEDS
participants to write RFC

of standard or profile

v
SEEDS Group or individual )
7 submits RFC and
implementation =

/

Actors: [ SEEDS office ] [ standards

Processes Group

Technical o i | |
] [Working Group] [SEEDS Part1c1pant] [ Public ] [ External ]



e 2: Applicability: DIF and SERF
( Solicited Unsolicited
13[ Headquarters' Direction } [ Aécslfggiég:rz%gs E)r }1b 1C [ ProP(;:LiZ%rgniEEDs }
Gs;:?fli(:n sigcrjngerc? r (" Standards Ptocess group Requirements
vets requirements and Reject RFC Document
\__determines applicability
¢ Proposed RF| alNlows Ar adantad ctandard ar nrafila nf
3 e T Standards Process Group
) e\ recommends two core standards
4 Public Review of RF to send through the process: DIF
y community esponse \ 3§ standard for directory level
5 |feesressess| | catalog metadata for data
6b ( ; Develop | ( Ad°pi products, and SERF as standard
SEEDS Office SEE .
[SPG purchases development}_} SPG assigns SEED fOI’ d]reCtOry level CatalOg
of standard or profile participants to write| . .
| ; —— metadata for services. (This
7 [SEEDgug;gigg;;gn;;gdual ] scenario follows DIF)
K implementation

| |
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




3:

Issue RFI:

use of DIF and SERF

Solicited

Science, Mission or

1 a [ Headquarters' Direction } [

requirements

Applications needs or

Proposal from SEEDS
participant

Unsolicited
1c [

J® |

General mandate or
Specific standard

v

(" Standards Process group
vets requirements and
\__determines applicability )

Proposed RFI

~

-
Standards Process Group

issues RFI

ar altprnari\veS

Public Review of RFI

J
¢ Community response

Standards Process Group:

Requirements

—» Reject

J
RFI on proposed standard ; \\

RFC Document

*New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.
« Specific ESE application.
«Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one

nnaratinnal imnlamantatinn)

Standards Process Group issues
RFI for DIF

|

Develop |

|

Adopt

Adopt or Develop decision

6b

6a

( v

[
( ¥ SEEDS Office

SEEDS Office

SPG assigns SEEDS

SPG purchases development
of standard or profile

participants to write RFC

v
SEEDS Group or individual
submits RFC and

7| )

implementation

-

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




@ 4: Public Comment on RFI

Solicited Unsolicited )

Science, Mission or
1 a [ Headquarters' Direction } [ Applications needs or } 1 b 1 C [ Froposal 'fr.om ALEL }

requirements RATLIGIAANL
General mandate or v Requirements
Specific standard  (* Standards Process group ) g
vets requirements and ——» Reiect BEF Documant

\__determines applicability )

| Proosea e Minimal (mostly favorable) publlc

g N

3 Standards Process Group comment from the SEEDS
issues RFI
\ J s
RFI on proposed COm m U n ] ty o

. ar alternative
4 PR RE (Template to be developed) %

N J A

¢ Community response
5 Standards Process Group:
Adopt or Develop decision
6b Develop | Adopt 6a
[ ]
[ ¥ SEEDS Office ( ¥ SEEDS Office
SPG purchases development SPG assigns SEEDS
of standard or profile participants to write RFC
v
SEEDS Group or individual
7 submits RFC and
implementation J

-

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




(ix1] 5:Adopt GCMD DIF

4 Solicited Unsolicited
1 a 1A ! Sc1§ncg, bt 1 b 1 C Proposal from SEEDS
Headquarters' Direction Applications needs or rticivant
requirements P P
General mandate or v Requirements
Specific standard  (* Standards Process group ) g
vets requirements and —— P Reiect [ DEC Dociimant |

\__determines applicability )
Proposed RFI

) ! . Adopt/Develop decision:

3 Standards Process Group

| sesRA Mandate is to adopt GCMD DIF.

4 Public Review of RFI

RFIl on proposed standar
//‘ (Template to be developed) %

ar altprnari\veS
A

L Community respon

5 Standards Process Group:

Adopt or Develop decisi
6b Develop | Adopt 6a
[ ]
[ ¥ SEEDS Office ( ¥ SEEDS Office
SPG purchases development SPG assigns SEEDS
of standard or profile participants to write RFC
v

SEEDS Group or individual

7 submits RFC and

implementation J

-

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



6a: Assign

GCMD to write RFC

Solicited

Applications needs
requirements

1 a [ Headquarters' Direction } [

Science, Mission or

i participant

Unsolicited
}1b 1c [

1

General mandate or
Specific standard

v

(" Standards Process group
vets requirements and
\__determines applicability )

¢ Proposed RFI

~
Standards Process Group
issues RFI

~

L

J
RFI on proposed standar
ar altprnari\veS

Public Review of RFI

J
¢ Community response

|

Standards Process Group:
Adopt or Develop decision

|

Requirements

Proposal from SEEDS
Reiect [

PEC Daciimant ]

Standards Process Group assigns
GCMD team to write RFC

/‘ (Template to be developed) %

A

~

[SPG purchases development

of standard or profile participants to write

6b Develop | Adopt 6a
[ ]
( ¥ SFEDS Office [ ¥ SEEDS Office
SPG assigns SEEDS

RFC

v
SEEDS Group or individual
submits RFC and

7| )

implementation

-

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




S

7: RFC

/

-

1 a [ Headquarters' Direction } [

General mandate or

Solicited
Science, Mis
Applications 1
requiremd
v ~ Req

Specific standard (" Standards Process group
vets requirements and
\__determines applicability )

¢ Proposed RFI

~

3 Standards Process Group

.

issues RFI

~

J
RFIl on proposed st

ar altprnari\veS

-

4 Public Review of RFI

-

J

¢ Community respo

5 Standards Process Group:
Adopt or Develop decision

6b Develop

( * SEEDS

[
Office
[SPG purchases development

of standard or profile

submits RFC and

GCMD team responds with RFC pointing to
on-line description of DIF standard, noting
minimum required fields. Because the DIF
standard has been through several
iterations and will continue to evolve, RFC
should indicate DIF version to be
considered, and include a copy of the spec
for the SEEDS repository. RFC also cites
large number of DIFs written by many
submitting organizations, multiple
instances of DIF-based catalog (i.e.,
International Directory Network), DIF
authoring tools available.

v
vi [ SEEDS Group or individual

implementation

| |
Actors: SEEDS office SlEEReE UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




@  Standards Process: Path to Approval

Ve )
RFC Document 1 & SEEDS Office Initial S :
, Standards Process Group N1Tial dcreenin
*New or adoptes Stjmiljard or profile of « Initial Evaluation (characterization) g
S .f.s EgEar .l' ti » Determine Enterprise Support
I l. peciric lapp 1ca K:Er;.E d « Form Technical Working Group
—> eImplementation relevant to ata « Set Schedule

systems (must have at least one
operational implementation) |

(Template to be developed) 7

————» Proposed STD Tech N —
Communitxj Core | [Tech Note] | Reject |

= S . ; o g
and Implementations = Recommendations & Decision implementations
T — Community Response [
P v v v
Draft STD < [Tech Note] | Reject |
Technical Working Group Commum’tx] Core
3 Evaluates Implementations -
~ o7
L Time for operational experience, if needed
T T T T T e—— N L o Y
. . Technical Working . .
5 Public Review of Group 7/ Standards Process Group Review with
Operational Experience . Decisi
= Recommendations & €cision Operational
Sy e Community Response | -
Technical Working Group Remain as Draft EXperlence
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
K . Experience P Commumt Core |

~
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



S 1: Initial Evaluation

/ RFC Document f

1

SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Specific ESE application. » Form Technical Working Group

—p eImplementation relevant to ESE data « Set Schedu
systems (must have at least one

New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.

N
Initial Screening

operational implementation)
(Template to be developed) 7 *
Nsed STD
Core

|Tech Notgj | RejectJ

R On initial evaluation, Standards Process

2 || Group accepts DIF RFC as written.
Standards Process Group puts DIF on

3| oo “Core Standards” track, noting that GCMD
“““““ organization is funded by the Enterprise.
5[ SPG forms Technical Working Group, and

0

Review with 2+
implementations

|Tech Noth | Reject_J

Review with

| sets short review schedule. Operational
Technical W(ﬁking Group Remain as Draft EXperlence
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
\__\ Experience P, Commumt Core |

~
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



@  2: Public Comment “Implementation”

4 ocumen )
RFC D t 1 /

SEEDS Office . . .
Standards Process Group |n]t'|al Screen] ng

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.
« Specific ESE application.
—p «Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one
operational implementation) |

(Template to be developed) 7 Commrzgjed SCTODre ’ oo [ o]
________________ t  Time for femm=diesmlomombobion ifmomdad
MRaranae---- =¥ ----—--— «Some REASON participants express i
2 [Zﬁ?l?rcnﬁfevr'neeﬁ&ftiﬁi : concerns about whether the data they
e produce interactively should be
3 (e included in the GCMD, and if so, how it

______________ [ Time for| should be described.

(& [ ricreviewor | = oA group interested in catalog
Operational Experience ecornlE or e ..
————1 i interoperability requests additional

6 Technical Working Group fi e ld S.
Evaluates Operational oot
\__\ Experience P, Commumt)_/] Core |

~
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



S

3: Technical Working Group Evaluation

/ RFC Document 1 S C d G SEEDS Office I t l S . \
. tandards Process Group Nitia creenin
*New or adopted standard or profile of « Initial Evaluation (characterizatiorﬂ g
_ standard. « Determine Enternrise Sunnort
3| -implementation relevant to ESE data Sy el : :
systems (must have at least one * Set Schedule TeCh n ] Cal WO rk] n g
operational implementation) G .d
(Template to be developed) 7 roup nOteS W] e use
" of DIF, including
t Time for second implementat multlple
- [ g | o 4 ] implementations and |
and Implementations . c L c
i = oumdiiog [ significant operational s
Commun ti/éponse ommunity Response .
experience.
3 Technical Working Grqup p
|2 | Bawatesimplementations | Recommends approval |
_______________ v Time for operatiome._ of standard as written, |
5 [ pubicReviewor | et e 7,[% in spite of some N
Operational Experience/ Recommendgtions & l
Community pésponse Community Response Commun]ty ConcernSo 5
Technical Working Group '
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
K . Experience P Commumt Core | )

N
Actors: SEEDS office

Standards Technical X
Processes Group Working Group SEEDS Participant Public External”



S

4: Return for Revision

/ RFC Document

New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.
« Specific ESE application.
«Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one

Anaratinnal imnlamantatinn)

>

[
1 Standards Process Group

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

SEEDS Office

Standards Process
Group notes both
positive

| recommendation from
TWG and concerns

expressed in community

response. Requests a
| revised RFC addressing
community concerns.

N
Initial Screening

—»___Proposed STD [Tech Note] | Reject |
Commumtxj Core |
ementation, if needed
Standards PfoFess Group} ReVieW W]th 2+
Decision implementations
ponse [
|Tech Noth | Reject _J

\ 4
Draft STD ¢
Commum’tx] Core |

king 7
Standards Process Group
bns & Decision

: Operational
Community pésponse Community Response | p :
Technical Working Group Remain as Draft EXperlence
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
Experience / Commumt Core |

Review with

N
Actors: SEEDS office

Standards Technical X
Processes Group Working Group SEEDS Participant Public External”



(ix1] 7[#2]: Revised RFC

4 Solicited Unsolicited
Science, Mission or
1 a [ Headquarters' Direction } [ Applications needs or } 1 b 1 C [ Froposal 'fr.om ALEL }
) participant
requirements
General mandate or v Requirements
Specific standard  (* Standards Process group ) g
vets requirements and ——» Reject RFC Document
\__determines applicability )
Proposed RFI *New or adopted standard or profile of
P ~ standard.
3 Standards Process Group amiaaciCieiatdanlicabion
issues RFI
N / GCMD team develops
RFI on proposed standard
[t ti .
§ SEEDS profile for the
4 Public Review of RFI .
. . ) DIF, specifying types of
Community response
ee 9
5 [ Standards Process Group: } S E E DS p rOd u CtS fo r
Adopt or Develop decision O
which DIFs are needed,
6b Develop | Adopt 6a )
[ ]
[ ¥ SEEDS Office ( ¥ SEEDS Office - and add] ng d feW more
SPG purchases development SPG assigns SEEDS 0 0 &
[ of standard or profile participants to write RE f] eldS tO the m] n] m U m
| | .
¥ — required for a complete
SEEDS Group or individual /
7 [ submits RFC and DI F
\_ implementation J | ®

Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



(ix1] 1[#2]: Evaluate Revise RFC

4 ocumen )
RFC D t 1 /

SEEDS Office . . .
Standards Process Group |n]t'|al Screen] ng

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.

« Specific ESE application.
—p «Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one

operational implementation) /™ |
Template to be developed
( P veloped) 7 Std STD |Tech$Noth | RejtctJ
Core
________________ L ; N

2 [ Standards Process Group again accepts DIF r:;‘gren"e“n"::t?oﬁz
{ RFC as written, and puts DIF back on “Core

3| = Standards” track. SPG re-assembles same
-1 Technical Working Group, and setsa [~~~
5[ somewhat longer review schedule, given [~

|Tech Noth | Reject_J

: Review with
the unexpected controversy last time Operational

around. Experience

Techn
6 Eval

§ /
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group




@ 2[#2]: Public Comment “Implementation”

4 ocumen )
RFC D t 1 /

SEEDS Office . . .
Standards Process Group |n]t'|al Screen] ng

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

New or adopted standard or profile of
standard.
« Specific ESE application.
—> «Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one
operational implementation) |

(Template to be developed)

Communitxj Core |

t Time for second implementation, if needed
[ 2 [Public Review of RFC TeCh”iGCfél}gmki”g . vith 2+
and Implementations _ Previous commenters s
ity yesponse c
e generally approve of ]
3 (e changes to RFC. No one
l Time for operationi €lse objects, because
( 5 [o Public Rle;:/iewof = TechniGc;racl)l}/gorking additional minimum W W]th
perational Experience ecommendations . . .
Sy e i gommunitydR(:spons&e [ reqU]red fleldS are nOt at'lonal
rrien
6 TechnicalWorking'Group burdensome. ience
Evaluates Operational
K . Experience P /
Actors: SEEDS office \ Proitei's‘::‘rg:‘oup WoTriiC:g”"Gcf;up SEEDS Participant Public “External”




3[#2]: Technical Working Group Review

/ RFC Document 1 S C d G SEEDS Office I t l S . \
. tandards Process Group Nitia creenin
*New or adopted st(;’mciljard or profile of « Initial Evaluation (characterization) g
. Speci fiztErS]Eazalrp[;lication « Determine E.nterprise‘ Support
—> eImplementation relevant to ESE data : Eggngc'{lzgt;?;cal Working Group
systems (must have at least one
operational implementation) |
(Template to be developed)
7 —»___Proposed STD [Tech Note] | Reject |
Commumtxj Core |
t Time for second implementation, if needed
(2 [ Public Reviewof RFC_ | TeeMee orine Technical Working Group 2+
and Implementations = Recommendationft; . ns
E——— Community Respons performs review of
TR changes to RFC and finds
3 Evaluates Implementations
—————————————————————————————————————————————— them acceptable. Notes |-
T b iU that implementations (and |---
5 Public Review of Techchal LT . 5 th
Operational Experience/ Recomm;?\lcjjgtions & Ope ratlon eXpe r]ence) L
Sy e Community Response
have not changed ce
Technical Working Group
K6 Evaluates Operational S'l gn '| f'l Cantly )

Experience ~
~
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



(ix1] 4[#2]: Promote to Draft Standard

1 & SEEDS Office . . A
Standards Process Group |n]t'|al Screen] ng

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

Standards Process Group
promotes DIF to “Draft et Schecute e
Standard”, and kicks off |

review of operational ProB0sed STD Fech Note] [ Reject ]
Commumtxj Core |
| experience. N\ T T e
entation, if needed
2 L Public Review of RFC AT Standards Process Group Review with 2+
and Implementations = Recommgndations & Decision implementations
Communityéponse Community Response v [ . v
_ ) Draft STD < [Tech Note] | Reject |
Technical Working Group Commumtx] Core
3 § Evaluates Implementations ) Ij -
L Time for operational experience, if needed
I Y Technical Working 007 ———— | oo
5 Public Review of = chraoupor e 7/ Standards Process Group Review with
Operational Experlence/ Recommendations & Decision O t l
Sy e Community Response | pera 10Na

Experience

Remain as Draft

Technical Working Group
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
K . Experience P Commumt Core |

~
Actors: SEEDS office Sl UEgamiEsl SEEDS Participant Public “External”
Processes Group Working Group



S

5: Public Comment “Operational

Fvnarianca”

RFC Document

standard.

New or adopted standard or profile of

« Specific ESE application.
«Implementation relevant to ESE data
systems (must have at least one
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed) 7

1

/ SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

N
Initial Screening

r ™)
2 Public Review of RFC
and Implementations

/

Technical Working
Group
Recommendations &
Community Response

Time for second implement

Communityéponse

Technical Working Group
3 Evaluates Implementations
~

Public comment is minimal

ded

s Process Group

Review with 2+

r R
5 Public Review of
Operational Experience

Technical Working
Group

Recommendations & O Q
4 . erational
Community pésponse Community Response | Ep -
- xperience
Technical Working Group Remain as Draft p
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
K 3 Experience J Commumt Core |

operational experience, if needed

7 Standards Process Group
Decision

Dedlsm" implementations

D fYSTD < 4

ra \
Commum'tx] Core | |Tech NOtQJ | ReJect_J

Review with

N
Actors: SEEDS office

Standards Technical bt ”
e (e Working Group SEEDS Participant Public External



@  6: Technical Working Group Evaluation

Evaluates Implementations
~

RFC Document 1 = \ s I t l S . \
) tandards Process Group Nitia creenin
*New or adopted standard or profile of « Initial Evaluation (characterization) g
. 'standard. . » Determine Enterprise Support
* Spec1f1'c ESE application. » Form Technical Working Group
—> «Implementation relevant to ESE data o Fat Gy
tems (must h t least s C
operational implementation) Technical Working Group
(Template to be developed) - had noted significant
________________________________________________ operatlon experience in ]
t Time for second impleme| previous reviews, and
[ 2 | Public Review of RFC A TeChchfcl,:gorking qU'ICkly recommends i
and Implementations = ey S
Communityéponse Community Response /4 acce ptance Of DI F aS
ee 3/
3 Technical Working Group Com CO re Standard .

Time for

=
5 [ Public Review of

Operational Experience

/

Community pésponse

Technical Working Group
6 Evaluates Operational
K . Experience

o

al Working

ecommendations &
Community Response

ional experience, if needed

7/ Standards Process Group} Review with
Decisi q
[ S Operational

| Remain as Draft EXpe rience

ESE STD
Commumt Core |

N
Actors: SEEDS office

Standards Technical X
Processes Group Working Group SEEDS Participant Public External”
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7: Promote to “Core Standard”

/ RFC Document f

SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group

Standards Process Group

« Initial Evaluation (characterization)
» Determine Enterprise Support

» Form Technical Working Group

« Set Schedule

promotes DIF to “Core
ESE Standard”.

_______________ >

r ™)
2 Public Review of RFC
and Implementations

Communityéponse

/

Communitxj

N
Initial Screening

Proposed STD
Core |

Standards Process Group
Decision

|Tech Notgj | RejectJ

Review with 2+
implementations

\ 4
Draft STD ¢

Commum'tx]

Core |

Technical Working Group
3 Evaluates Implementations
~

f 1 . .
5 [ T Technical Working

erience, if needed

|Tech Noth | Reject_J

Review with

. . Group Standards Process Group
Operational Experlence/ ey Decision O erational
Community psponse Community Response | p -
Technical Working Group Remain as Draft EXperlence
6 Evaluates Operational ESE STD
K \ Experience P Commumt Core |

N
Actors: SEEDS office

Standards Technical bt ”
e (e Working Group SEEDS Participant Public External
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